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A bstract

W e calculate the B param eter, relevant for go {B Om ixing, from a lat-
tice gauge theory sinulation at = 6:0. The bottom quarks are simnulated
In the static theory, the light quarks wih W ilson ferm ions. Im proved sm ear—
Ing functions produced by a variational technique, most, are used to reduce
statistical errors and m Inin ize excited-state contam nation of the ground-
state signal. W e obtain By (4:33GeV) = 0:98" % (statistical)* 3 ; (system atic)
whith corresponds to @B = 140" 66 (sl:atisl:ica])+ 426 (system atic) for the one-—
loop renom alization-schem e-independent param eter. T he systam atic errors
Inclide the uncertainty due to altemative (less favored) treatm ents of the
perturbatively-calculated m ixing coe cients; this uncertainty is at least as
large as residual di erences between W ilson-static and clover-static results.
Our result agrees w ith extrapolations of results from relativistic W ilson)
heavy quark sim ulations.
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I. NTRODUCTION

T he experim ental observation of§o {BY m ixing allows, in principle, the extraction of
the jVy jCKM matrix element [2]. The overdeterm mation of the CKM matrix is a
high-precision test of the standard m odel of particke physics and is regarded as a poten-
tial harbinger of new physics. The dom inant uncertainty in the extraction of jVy j from
experin ental m easuram ents is due to theoretical factors from non-perturbative QCD . The
key factor is B, £2, where £, is the B -m eson sem Heptonic decay constant and B, is the
\bag constant" for the B -m eson, de ned as the ratio of the m atrix elem ent of the operator
relevant for the m ixing to its value in the vacuum -saturation approxim ation (VSA).

T here have been a Jarge num ber of lJattice gauge theory sim ulationsw hich have calculated
the f; decay constant; however, much less work has been done on the calculation of the
B, param eter. The earliest result §] suggested that the VSA works quite well; this result
was unanticipated and is quite non-trivial, as was reiterated by Soni ]. Later resuls by
other groups are surprisingly scattered, w ith signi cant disagreem ent in som e cases {4] and
w ith som e results m arkedly di erent than that suggested by VSA . Here we argue that, in
fact, m ost raw lattice data are consistent with VSA (including ours which are quite precise
due to the use of Im proved sn earing fiinctions) and that groups di er due to their choices
of how to relate these to the fulktheory continuum value. W e argue that although large
system atic uncertainties ram ain due to unknow n higher-order contriutions in the m ixing
coe cients, it ispossble to form ulate the calculation in a way which is stable against changes
In nom alization (such as tadpole In provem ent). O ur result is n accord wih VSA and is
also in agreem ent w ith the Jarge-m ass extrapolation of calculations 2] which use relativistic,
rather than static, heavy quarks.

Som e ofthe rst attem pts at sin ulating the static theory calculated both the decay con—
stant and the B, param eter {3,6]. H owever, the required perturbative m atching coe cients
were not know n; these have since been com puted by F Iynn et al. [7]. Their analysis showed
that additional operators, not included In the rst sinulations, are required to estim ate the
B, param eter.

U ntil recently, the sim ulation of the static theory was problem atic because of excited—
state contam ination of the ground-state signal §,9,10]. The developm ent of variational
techniques [[1,42] has nally allwed a reliable extraction of the decay constant. In this
paper, we use a m odem variational technique 2] to cbtain accurate estin ates of the lattice
m atrix elem ents and com bine these w ith the m ixing coe cients to calculate the static B ,
param eter. At two conferences [13/14], we have reported prelin nary resuls for the value of
B, from this simulation.

Sec. TI outlines the m ethod of extracting the relevant m atrix elem ents from lattice cor-
relation functions; Sec. [IIT sum m arizes our num erical results. Sec.|IV! contains a summ ary
of the perturbative-m atching techniques which, rather explicitly, details our preferred way
of organizing the calculation; we argue that our m ethod reduces system atic ervors in the
m atching coe cients which are then estin ated in Sec.V i1 In Sec. ¥ I} a com parison ism ade
to other groups as an illustration ofthe di erences in the m ethods discussed In Sec.Vi. The
conclusion ollow s as Sec. ¥V IT.



IILNUMERICAL TECHNIQUES

T he staticIight B, param eter is cbtained from a combination of two—and threepoint
hadronic correlation functions. T he required threepoint function is
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which has a ferm ion operator inserted at the spacetin e origih between two extemal B —
m eson operators, . The times are restricted to therange ty > 0> . W e use the spatially
extended B -m eson interpolating eld
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where f is a sm earing finction chosen [12] to profct out the ground state e ciently. The
four-ferm ion operators, Oy With X 2 fL;R;N ;Sqg), are de nedﬁ as EZ]:
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TheoperatorsO g and Oy are Introduced in the Jattice and contribute tow ards O ;, because of
the poor chiralbehavior of W ilson quarks. T he operatorO 5 is introduced in the continuum
and ocontributes because of the m atching of ullQ CD to the static theory.

W ih the sn eared-sink{localsource (SL) two-point function de ned as
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the \raw " lJattice-static param eters, B, , are calculated via the ratio of three-and tw o-point
functions:
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The B, param eter itself can then be detemm Ined from the By By, , extracted from ts
of the M onte C arlo data to the form ofEq. £.5), as the linear com bination

BB = ZBLBL + ZBRBR + ZBNBN + ZBSBS (2.6)

W e choose a standard nom alization for which the VSA value for 0O 1, Is (8=3)f§ m é .



w here the perturbatively-calculated m ixing coe cients, Z 5, , are de ned in Sec. IV'. Rather
than this \ t=then-com bine" m ethod, our quoted resultsw illbe from the \com binethen— t"
m ethod:
X FJj 1
By (it) = Zp, Bx (i) ! Bg @.7)
X =L,;R,N;S
For In nite statistics, the two m ethods should give identical resuls.

W e exploit tim ereversal sym m etry by averaging the correlatorsovertand T  t, where
T is the length ofthe Jattice in the tin e direction. W e x one ofthe tines, t;, n Egs. £.5)
and @.7) and vary theother, tp; theresult is tted to a constant. The ts include correlations
In tin e, but not in the chiralextrapolation (a choice forced upon usby our lim ited statistics).
The entire tting procedure is bootstrapped (see, for exam ple, Ref. [L15]) to provide robust
estin ates of the statistical errors. An estin ate of the system atic error due to the choice of
Interval ism ade by calculating the variance of the results from using all \reasonablk" tin e
Intervals around our favorite one.

A maprproblem wih simulations that include static quarks is that the signalto-noise
ratio decreases very quickly with tine [B/16,17]; therefore, the operator which creates the
B -m eson m ust proEct onto the ground state at very early tin es | before the signal is lost
In the noise. Experience w ith the calculation of the f; decay constant in the static theory
has shown that reliabl results can be obtained only ifthe B -m eson operator is sm eared w ith
a very accurate \wave function," which can be obtained from a variational calculation on
the Jattice. W e use the sam e an earing function as was used In our calculation of £; in the
static approxin ation. This was obtained from the variational technique, called most [12],
w hich we have developed for this purpose.

To dem onstrate the e ectiveness of the an earing function produced by most, we show
in Fig.11 the e ectivem ass plot (nC 7% ©=C7° (c+ 1) versus t+ 1=2) for the two-point
correlation fiinction using a local (delta-finction) sink at tin e t and an optin ally-sn eared
source at tine 0. The e ectivem ass plot has plateaued at smallt (indicating the absence
of signi cant excited-state contam ination) before the signalto-noise ratio has degenerated,
so that a very precise m ass and am plitude can be obtained by tting over an early tine
range. If, instead, the sam e an earing function is used at the sink, wih a local (delta—
function) source, then it will still e ectively rem ove excited-state contam ination. Yet, as
dem onstrated in Fig.12, this fact is obscured by much larger statistical uctuations. (Since
the spatial points are sum m ed over at the sink to proct out zero m om entum regardless of
which an earing function isused, an earing at the sink provides only m arginal in provem ent
in the signal and increases noise. In contrast, sm earing at the source greatly enhances the
signal and decreases the noise. For the local source the static quark is restricted to the
spatial origin, and thus the statistics are poorer f].)

W e note that once an \optin al" an earing source has been cbtained from the two-point
function using a varational technique, it can be used directly in other calculations. The
threepoint function does not need to be form ulated as a variational problem , although
ground-state dom inance should still be m onitored using the m ass splitting between the
excited and ground states.

T he static quark never evolves in space from the origin because the four-ferm ion operator
is at the spacetin e origlh. The B -m eson operator is constructed by an earing the light



quark relative to the heavy quark Eq. €4)). Fig. 3 shows a schem atic of the quark ow
resulting from the W ick contraction of Eq. (2.1). The resulting two-point correlators are
an eared-sink { Jocalsource (SL) correlators, which are m uch m ore noisy than localamn eared
(LS) correlators (as argued above) even though in the in nite-statistics Iin it they are equal
Since threepoint functions are, In general, noisier than two-point functions, the \e ective-
m ass" plots for these are even noisier than that for the SL two-point function; i would
be hopeless to get a precise result for a staticlight-m eson m atrix elem ent w ithout using a
prohbiively lJarge number ofcon gurations. But fortunately, because theB ; param eterisa
ratio ofm atrix elem ents Eqg. £.5)), the noise is reduced due to the cancelation of correlated
uctuations between the num erator and denom inator.

It has been argued that the product B, £f2 and perturbative corrections to it should be
calculated directly since it, rather than By, is the phenom enologically—im portant quantity.
But there are several com pelling reasons for calculating £; and By sspamtely. Firstly,
although the calculation ofB, , as orB, £2, is intrinsically m ore involved than is that of £,
(ooth analytically, In the detemm nation of perturoative corrections, and com putationally),
the num erical value of B, ism ore stablk than is the value of either B, £f2 or £, . Certainly,
f, is a very im portant physical quantity in its own right; it should be and is calculated
separately. For this, one need only calculate a two-point function. H owever, the statistical

uctuations for f; are quite Jarge; w ithout the use of a reliable an earing function cbtained
variationally, excited-state contam ination can be substantialand can m iskead interpretation.
(This may explain the scatter in the world summ ary of lattice calculations of £, Q,0].)
A Iso, since its Jattice-spacing dependence is rather large, especially when using the static
approxin ation, is continuum extrapolation is delicate and prone to Jarge system atic errors.
M uch com puting e ort is required to evaluate this sin ple quantity. However, B, (orBy £2)
requires the calculation of a threepoint, in addition to a two-point, correlation function.
Since it ism ore nvolved, it isusually determ ined in a secondary calculation afterthe prim ary
calculation of f; and so fawer groups are lkely to calculate it. Yet, as bome out by our
data, since By can be extracted from a ratio of three- to twopoint functions which are
strongly correlated, a quite precise value can be obtained, w ith an optin alchoice of an earing
function, from relhtively few con gurations. T he calculationaloverhead (ooth com putational
and analytical) is Jarge com pared to the com putational expense. T hus a handful of groups
can x precisely thevalue ofB once and forall, leaving forthe w ider com m unity the task of
applying in provem ents in algorithm s and com putersto the simpler f; . In the future, By (In
contrast to £f; and By fB2 ) need not be recalculated w ith every generation of in provem ents.

Secondly, just as the num erical value of B, is stable because of cancelations of corre-
lated uctuations in num erator and denom inator, we argue that so too are its perturbative
corrections when linearized as is dem onstrated In Sections IV, and Vi. T he perturbatively—
calculated coe cients for B , are lkely more reliabk than those for the product By £7 .
L kew ise, these are less likely to need updating w ith the next generation of in provem ents In
analytic m ethods.

Thirdly, it seam s as though VSA is a surprisingly good approxin ation for the B, pa—
ram eter. This is an in portant qualitative statem ent, of use to m odelbuilders, which should
not be cbscured by poor-statistics attem pts to calculate the product B, £7 .



III.NUM ERICAL RESULTS

The sinulations were carried out on a 20° 30 lattice, calculated on 32 gauge con g-
urations, at = 6:0. (This number of con gurations is m ore than adequate for a precise
estin ate ofthe B; param eterw ith am all statistical error since an e cient an earing function
isused. The use of an ad hoc an earing fiunction would have required an order ofm agnitude
m ore con gurations.) T he sin ulations were quenched; the gauge con gurations were gener—
ated using the standard W ilson pureglue action. The gauge con gurationswere xed into
Coulomb gauge. (An ulra-conservative gauge- xing convergence criterion was used such
that # A was decreased to Jess than 10 ° itsun xed valie.) The gauge- xing was done
only to choose an earing functions, but snce these cancel in ratios of correlation functions
all resuls are gauge-invariant (in the in nite-statistics lim i) . W ilson light-quark propaga—

tors, w th hopping-param eter values, = 0:152, 0154, 0155, and 0:156, were used in our
analysis. The value of kappa-critical used was 0:157 and the value of kappa-strange was
0155 [i8].

Fig.4 shows, Pr the operator O, the ratio of the three- and two-point correlation
finctions By, (4 ;t), Eq. €.5), which asym ptotically equals By, for large Euclidean tim es.
(Inthe gureB (4;%) isgraphed asa function ofb with g = 2held xed.) In fact, \large
tin es" are ram arkably small (> 2) because of the e ectiveness of the an earing function in
e ciently elin nating excited-state contam ination, a fact supported by Fig. ¥,

A swih any lattice calculation of correlation functions, there is freedom 1n the choice of

t range and a balance needs to be struck between tting over too-early tim es, for which
system atic errors due to excited-state contam ination m ay be non-negligble, and over too—
late tin es, for which statistical errors w ill be unnecessarily large. In Fig. § we display a
th n {plot: the values for the ts of the raw B; value (@ = 0:156) pltted for ssveral
choices of t range. @A Il of our ts take into acoount the correlations In Euclidean tin e
using the fulloovariance m atrix. For our central t range, the values ofthe tsdi er little
w hether or not the correlations are ncluded.) The atness of the plateau in Fig.4 re ects
the insensitivity of the tted value to the choice of t range. For this and other plots
we choose as our centralvaluesy = 2 and 3 t 6, a m oderately-aggressive choice
which has good ?=dof (0:83=3, 0:59=3, 0:41=3, 0:68=3 or = 0:152, 0:154, 0:155, 0:156,
resoectively), am all statistical errors, and t—range system atic errorswhich are sm aller than,
but com parablk to, the statistical errors. The t-range system atic errors are detem ned
from the standard deviation of all \reasonable choices."

Figs. 4, 7}, and 8 show sin ilar plts for the raw lattice values for By, By and Bg,
respectively. F ig.19 show s the ratio of correlation fiinctions de ned in Eq. @.7%) from which
the desired B, param eter is extracted. A gain, the plot plateaus early w ith am all statistical
errors. Fig.l( shows that, again, the value is insensitive to the choice of t region. (For
our central choice of t range, the 2=dof are 0:74=3, 057=3, 0:43=3, 067=3 r = 0:152,
0:154, 0:155, 0:156, respectively.) W e could also calculate the nal B, param eter from
the appropriate linear com bination of the four tted raw valuiesB;,Bgr,By and Bg,asin
Eg. £.6). The ?=dofaregood orBy (0.71,0.67,055,033) and By (0.60, 042,036, 0.40).
The worst “=dof are orBg (1.38,1.30,1.14,0.85). The two procedures, com bine-then- t
versus t-then-combine, could give di erent answers in principle (for nite statistics), but
In practice we see little di erence.



= 0:152 = 0:154 = 0:155 = 0:156 = 0:157

By 1:01"5@) 1:02%5Q) 1:02"3@Q) 1:03"3@) 103+ 2@)
Br 0:96" L @) 0:96" 1 2) 0:95" %) 0:95" 2 2) 0:95" %)
By 0:97"%@3) 0:96" % 4) 0:96" % 4) 0:96" % 4) 0: 95+3 )
8B 100+2 @) 1:00"%@) 100+2 Q) 101°303) 101° 3 2 3)
Bg fm}) 0: 95+2 @) 0:96" 3 2) 0: 96+3 @) 0:98" % 2) 0: 98+4 3)

TABLE I. The raw lattice B param eters for the operatorsO1,,0r, 0Oy , and O g which appear
In the Jatticecontinuum m atching, and the linear com bination Boiujl By as a function of
and extrapolated to .. The st errors are statistical (pootstrap) and the second are system atic
due to choice of t range. Note that O g has a VSA value di erent from that of O ;,; wih our
nom alization for the raw B param eters (@ comm on denom inator equal to the VSA valie 0of01,)
%BS would dentically equall ifV SA were exact.

As shown in Tableil, each raw lattice B param eter is close to 1.0 w ith sn all statistical
errors, so our nalvalue? forB, (mg) isalso close to 1.0, the VSA value, w ith sim ilarky an all
statistical errors.

IV.PERTURBATIVE MATCHING

To calculate the continuum value of the By param eter, our \raw " lattice results, listed
in Tableil, must be muliplied by a lattice-to-continuum perturbative m atching coe cient.
After we nished the rst analysis of our data f13], we found that our value or B, was
approxin ately 30% higher than the result ofa sin ilar sim ulation by the UKQ CD oollabora-—
tion P1]. W e suspected that this di erence was due to m ore than just the di erence in the
actions. Thism otivated us to do a very carefiil study of the perturbative m atching, using
the resuls in the literature, so that we cbtained the \best valie" of B, using the inform a—-
tion available to us. (This is discussed further in Secs.Vi, V7, and V II.) W e also studied
the system atic errors in the perturbative m atching to nd the reason for the disagreem ent
between UKQCD ’s result and ours.

For convenience, we chall refer to the B = 2 e ective H am iltonian, cbtained from the
standard m odelby integrating out the top quark and the heavy vector gauge bosons, as the
\fu1ll" theory although this is also an e ective eld theory. The perturbative m atching is
broken Into two stages: ullQ CD to the continuum -static theory and the continuum -static
theory to the latticestatic theory. For the m atching of full Q CD to the continuum -static
theory, the relevant perturbative results have been caloulated to do a next-to—Jeading-order
analysis of the log( =m ) tem s. The use of renom alization-group-in proved perturbation

Z By is evaluated at m/, which is the scak at which the munningmass ism /) = my =
4:72Gev [11,19,24].



theory reduces the renom alization-schem e dependence and thee ectsofthedi erentwaysof
de ning s in din ensional reqularization P2]. Two scales are necessary for the perturbative
m atching: the scale, = O fny, of the m atching to the full theory (wWe choose = mf),
where mg is de ned as m entioned earlier in footnote 2) and the scale, , of the m atching
to the lattice theory e choose = ¢, which is determ ined from the LepageM ackenzie
scale form ulation P3]as discussed later in this section). A Iso, as em phasized by C inchiniet
al P4], i is in portant to check the stability ofthe perturbative coe cient at next-+to-Jeading
order as the renom alization scale is changed.
W e choose, as do others P1,2828], to evaluate the fulltheory cperator, O F, at  :
D E
0T (9 = C(w )00 1)
i=L;S
where temm s of order 1=m have been dropped. W e use a doubleargum ent notation sin ilar
to Ref. 6] to em phasize that thism atching ofthe continuum -static theory to the fiill theory
involres two theores (f and ¢) and two scales ( , and ). Cfic( p; ) Includes a running of
the scale n the continuum -static theory which can be w ritten explicitly due to the fom
of the solution to the renom alization group equation RGE) for the coe cients (see, for
example, 27)).
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Sihce we focus on the transfom ation of the operators, we treat the ooe cients, C, as
a row vector and transpose (T) the matrix U to be consistent wih the common no-
tation or U RB2Y] which treats the coe cients as a comn vector: € T){7( ; p) =
B b) €T (p ) Prwhich
|
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T he superscript—label ¢ indicates that the variabls are or the continuum -static theory In
which som e degrees of freedom have been rem oved. N otice that the continuum -static scale—
evolution m atrix scales only the statictheory argum ent of the coe cient. Thus, Eq. (4.1)
becom es
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which is read, right-to—Jeft, as \T he static theory operator is scaled from  to , where it is
m atched to the full theory."
An altemative, not used here, is to evaluate the full theory operator at the sam e scale
as is the statictheory operator, so that
D E X
of() = Cf(; ) M504
i=L;S
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(T he generalization to m ultiple fulltheory operators would Include fulktheory subscripts on
0f, @T)f,and C*{) Eq. {4.5) reads, right-to-Jeft, \T he continuum -static theory operator
isscaled In the static theory from  to  where it ism atched the full theory and then scaled
back from  to in the fulltheory. IfU is treated to lowest order, sum m ing neither the
Jleading nor sub—Jkading order logarithm s, then this reduces to the approach used by F ynn
et al. [11who do not use the RG . T he fiilktheory anom alous dim ension appears there since
this approach inclides running the scale in the fi1ll theory.

Retuming to Egs. {.1) and @.4), m atching in the continuum With p=m; and =)
gives

D E
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W e use the solution of the RG equation for a m atrix of operators which is discussed by
Ciichiniet al P5]and Buchall R§] in m ore detail.
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In Tablk Tl we list the values of the anom alous din ensions of the various operators required
In this calculation (@ll calculated using the naive din ensional regularization scheme). The
coe cients from the rst and second tem s ofthe -function are de ned as

by 11 Zng b 102 Png
4 4 7' 162 162 @)

To obtaln the lrading-log expressions from the explicit solutions of the renomm alization
group equations that we quote, all quantities w ith a subscript 1 are om itted. In Eq. {4.7b)
the higher-order term s of U° have been dropped when multiplied by C:° because C:° is
of order . W e found that the Inclusion of the c§° UT)S, tem in our analysis was less

than 0.05% ofthe Cfc(UT )L ., tem ; this is sm aller than the few percent e ect which was
quoted in Refs. P§,24]. O ur ratio ofthe coupling at  to thatat , wascloseto 1 because the
autom atic scale-setting procedure selected a scale g which wasclsetom [ . A sthedi erence
between the scales and  gets bigger, U* )s 1 » which includes the leading o -diagonal
tem s In the anom alous din ension m atrix, gets lJarger.

W e will now discuss the m atching of the continuum -static theory to the latticestatic
theory. T he relevant perturbative calculations have been done by Flynn et al [}]. W e want
to calculate the full theory atm | :



Ref. notation notation value
Ciuchiiet al PH), Buchall P4] o . .
G i enez E-g] 4 :1) — OL L
Cuchiniet al P4), Buchalla P4 o
, L EE == o ¢ 4 202+ 264 léng
G In enez Eg] 16 — LiL
. s o 0) 4
Cchiniet al. 5], Buchalla [26] o1 Gs 1 3
. s - ©) 8
Ciuchiniet al P8], Buchala [6] 2 s 3
Cinchiiet al P3], Buchalla 28] & 5, o
Cinchiniet al P5], Buchalla P4 dy B .
Ciuchiniet al PH], Buchalla P4] J 05, p§, —= 2
=" -= r 4 O, .
==y r=gr=y =1 0 C‘ LZ
Duncan et al. {i1:33525334) o 250 562, 200
1 1A 9 a7t o
Burasetal [35] ° gL L 4
- 1 f 4
Burasetal [33] Lo a 7+ gng
: 0
Poa
£
Pia

TABLE II. Anom alous din ensions as de ned by various groups and used here. The p’s are
de ned M Eq. @.8). A llthe results have been calculated using the naive din ensional regularization
schem e.
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D E
+CfnliPzdeia ot a 4 10)

where 7 °1(0’;a) relates the bare lattice-static theory m atrix elem ent to the renom alized

continuum -static theory m atrix elem ent. A fter linearizing the product C *¢ tm 7; ) 2 (@ ;a)
and allow ing a ssparate coupling for continuum -static ( ;) and for lattice-static ( i) we nd:

2 -
D E Cmg).pO;L Cm?) Cq?) Cm;)
f ? _ 4 s s b s C s
ofm?) %) 1+ ] Plat —5 0 (14
lq?) 22 2 !
+ Z 4 g“a 21:7
0 e e 3
1 c ? 0;L c ? 0;s c ? D E
71@ scf(‘;:;) scﬁ;?k;) A %( 8)5 O%(a)
I o | )
i) @ a0 2D e ol @)
gq?) 4 (161) O @ + 4 ( 144) Oy @)
|
cp 2y Pois  cyq 2 D E
Sf;;;) Sfb)( 8) Og (@) (411)

where we have updated the results of F lynn et al. {i]1by including U ")S,; R526], by choosing
the convention that the staticlight two-point function be t to the Ae ™"model P1;36],
and by including tadpole in provem ent 37].

T hroughout thispaper we assum e the convention that the f; decay constant is extracted
from the heavy-light correlatorsusing them odelAe ™*. U sing thism odelchanges the heavy—
quark wave-fiinction renom alization integral, denoted e, to a reduced value e®’ (see E ichten
and H i1l B34]). A sm entioned by the UKQCD collboration P1], this changestheD = 655
of Flynn et al. (the additive constant in the m atching of the continuum -static O { operator
to the lattice operator) to D L(R)= 38:9. However, e®’ also appears in Z{; thus, the nal
values for the coe cients of the B param eters are independent of this choice if the ratio
is lnearized in € and !. M addition, any tadpole—in provem ent e ects alter the three-
point function by twice asmudh as each twopoint fiunction; linearizing the ratico cancels
these e ects exactly. However, when considering the threepoint function and two-point
function ssparately, one ought to include the e ects of tadpole in provem ent. T his changes
the D L(R)= 389 toD L(R'tad)= 21:7,as in Eq. (@.11). The large perturbative factors of the
wave-finction renom alization largely cancel in the expression for the B, param eters.

To calculate the coe cients ofB ; , the renom alization coe cient ofthe axial current in
the static approxin ation is required [31,,32,33,34,36,38]; we linearized the results quoted in
Duncan et al {[1]:

Za  Cattiid) 256G e @12)
s T, ) ) i) 8 &) |
s 4

n =

2 gfa® 1859

iNy
W
iNy
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where the 1859 is from using the e®’) m entioned above as well as including tadpole in —
provem ent. If tadpole in provem ent had not been used, then thisvalue would be 27:16. If
e had been usad instead ofe®’, then thisvaluewould be 40:44. A s ong as one is consistent
between Egs. @.I1) and @.17), these e ects cancelout of the linearized result forB; .

The perturbative coe cients for the B ; param eter can be cbtained by dividing the
four-fermm ion results by the square of Z, and expanding the expressions linearly in .

2 |
I 2118. ? 2 )
C(m) pO,L JA C([n) C(q) C(m) 26
?y — 4 s b s b s C c s b =~
By my) © () 1+ 4 Pl 2Pa * 4 3
|
1,32 )
+ 54(q) (15:41)
0 pe o P 3
¢} ? L A c ? S A [¢] ?
}@ s(m:)) 0 S(mob) 0 A S(mb)( 8)5B,
4 @) s @)
(IS " #
crn 2y Pon Ma 1,2 1,2
+ S(mf’) ﬁ( 161)Bg + S(q)( 144)By
) 4 4
|
c 2y Pos 2Ba ¢ ?
+ Sc(mf’) B gy (4 13a)
s@) 4
By m]) Zp Bp+ Zs,Bgr+ Zg, By + Zp_Bs @ 13b)
_ : 72y _ : feg cly_ ¢~ fCr cly2 : RN N g ||
where Zp, = LIn@Zx=Z;)= LIn Cy Zy)=C, Z25)° ,X isoneof fL;R;N ;Sg, and \Lin

signi es that the ratio is linearized as explained later .n Sec.¥i. T he wave-function nom al-
ization factors of the quarks cancel between the num erator and denom inator; no \tadpolk"
factors are required for this calculation if the coe cients are linearized. W e also note from
thevaluesin TableTlthatpy, 2p;, isidentically zero. However, pgs 2P;, andpi, 2P7a
perturoative m atz.c-h-jh:g coe cients would not contain any logs.

T o calculate num erical values ofthe coe cients, we choose values forthe scales  and ,
and forthe couplings Sand l.For l,weuse , ,the coupling introduced by Lepage and
M ackenzie P3]. W e use the plaquette value InW ;; = 05214 at = 60. In the quenched
approxin ation ¢ = 0),

341 341

4
n@Wu)= -y — 1, —— (@19 (414)

which uses a Jattice coupling which evolves w ith the fom

" | [
2" 2t HE

()= oh — +—h h — (415)
0
where the arede ned nEqg. @.9).Eq. (4.14) de nes , and gives ,a= 0:169.
B ecause the continuum -to—-lattice m atching isknown only to one loop, these perturbative
expressions are sensitive in principle to the value of the scale used In the m atching. This

dependence can only be reduced by calculating higher-order loops. However, Lepage and
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M ackenzie P3]have described a plausble procedure for determ ining the scale and they have
successfiilly tested thism ethod for a num ber of quantities.
T he LepageM ackenzie scale @ is obtained from

R
D £ daf @ In ()
ha) = R 416
(@) Fof @ (4.16)
. 1D 2E
ga= exp > In @) 4.17)

where f () isthe nie integrand ofthe lattice graphs; note that £ (@) isde ned by assum ing
that all the perturbative expressions are expanded lnearly in the coupling. W e used the
integrands of F lynn et al. []]. (These have been con m ed by Borrelli and P ittord B9])
Table 1], we show the value ofthe scale for several operators. O ur value forthe scale orthe
staticlight axialcurrent, q’a = 2:18, agreesw ith the caloulation by Hemandez and H ill 37].
T he LepageM ackenzie scales oor the individual operators in Table I} are allaround 2.0;
how ever, the combined operator for B, o has a lower scale of 1 22. (The scalk quoted for
B, = i the origihalpreprint and conference proceeding f[4]was incorrect.) M omingstar §0]
a]scL> found very low scales for the perturbative renom alization ofthe quark m assin NRQ CD
(@lso see the comm entsby Sloan [-fl:l']) ; though this could be related to renom alon e ects EZ_IZ']
U sing the scale of 122 gave large perturbative corrections. The LepageM ackenzie scale-
setting procedure could be confiised by taking the ratio ofm atrix elem ents of tw o operators
that are approxin ately the sam e (cbviously it would be happropriate for the case oftwo
equal operators because £ would be identically zero). W e chose to use the scale 0of2:18=a as

this is a typical scale forboth A and 0 ™%,

Weused $p=0175GeV from Duncan et al [i1]. They chose values bra *cdbtained
from the cham onium system due to the low system atic errors. A lthough they do not quote
avalie bra 'at =60, they did extrapolate , from a 'at =5.,59,and 6.1 in order
to nda 'at =63.W eused this idea to interpolateto a =21GeV or =6.0.W e alo
used their m ethod for caloulating m {; however, our number di ers slightly because of the
di erence between the orm ofEqg. ¢.15) and

2 2 3
nh Ih —
s()=;41 1725

2 4.18)
ol —

5 hn —
W ith the falkto-continuum scale sstas , = m{ = 4:33GeV and the continuum -to-lattice
sale sstby a= qa= 2i18,we nd S@m/})= 02land ()= 0:8.

U sing aM onte C arlo technigque, we estin ated the erroron the staticB ; param eter due to
varying the values of the param eters used in the perturbation theory. A sam ple ofone thou—
sand w as generated using uniform deviates for the renom alization scale, lJattice spacing, the
continuum ., and thebottom quark m ass. T he centralvalue foreach \input"-param eter
distrbution was set equalto curbest value, based on those used in references [11,,37]. R ather
than assum e that the nput param eters are known to three signi cant gures, we took up to
20% ofthis value to be the standard deviation for each input param eter. The nalresuls
were sorted num erically and the 68% error range was taken as the \output" error. This
procedure should produce m ore accurate estin ates of errors than naive error analysis. Ta—
bl V' shows the resulting error in the coe cients. Tablk V ishow s the corresponding error

13



| A of of&u Bo, Bosu= By
Ta | 218 201 215 245 122

TABLE ITI. Renom alization scales determm ined by the LepageM ackenzie prescription for the
axialvector current A , for the raw lattice operator O, and for O f‘ﬂ, are sin ilar. Using this
prescription fora ratio ofm atrix elem ents (@s forB g ) isunstable, asdescribed in the text; therefore,
we choose 2:18 as the scale appropriate forB; .

In By . The B, param eter is very nsensitive to rather large changes in these param eters.
Variations of 20% in these param eters change the B; param eter by less than the statistical
bootstrap errors. It isparticularly in portant that the results are not sensitive to the lattice
Soacing because there are a wide range of possble lattice spacings that could have been
used:a '= 1:94GeV from the string tension K3],a '= 2:3GeV from the mass L8], and
a '= 2:4GeV from Upsilon spectroscopy f4].

To com pare the results of B, param eters, in the next section we list our results in temm s
of the oneJdoop and the two-Joop renom alization-group-invariant param eter B3]. W e also
scale B, down to 20GeV for the comparison to som e other groups (Sec. V.J) which is
discussed later.

To com pare at one-loop, we scaled By and calculated By using

Bg (1) = Bg ( 2) 4.19)

B, = _(,) ©n Fadp, () (4 20)

where p isde ned in Eq. @.8) with the relevant anom alous din ensions listed in Tablk Ti.
Since this is a oneJoop calculation, we used

)= oh — 421)

A though a onedoop calculation is traditional, one can also calculate a two—Joop
renom alization-group-invariant @B param eter since the required perturbative calculations
have been done.

s(l).po;L B s( 1) s(2) ¢ £ .
1+ Pin  2P;a Bs (2) 422)

By = L(p O ) 1 =02 e e g (423)

Bg (1) =

Again p isde ned in Eq. @.8) and the relevant anocm alous din ensions are listed in Table Ti.
Eq. @15) wasused to scale B, and calculate By to second order.

In m aking a com parison to other groups, one can use either B, evaluated at som e scale
or @B . There are disadvantages to both. For the fom er, either a comm on scale needs to be
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, " ()
ag‘a a my ocD All

218 21GevV 433G eV 0:175G &V
Zp, = 1:070

Lo + 0002 + 0003 + 0003 +0:0008 +0:004
0:002 0:004 0:003 0:0005 0:005
205 + 0005 +0:006 +0:006 +0:0019 + 0008
0:003 0:009 0:005 0:0009 0:009

Zp, = 00225
Lo +0:0005 i j j +0:0005
0:0006 0:0006
205 +0:0009 B B B +0:0009
0:0015 0:0015

Zp, = 0202
o8 +0:005 j j i + 0005
0:006 0:006
205 +0:008 B B B + 0008
0:012 0012

Zp, = 0:137
o8 ] ] + 0003 + 0002 + 0003
0:003 0:003 0:004
205 B B +0:006 + 0005 +0:006
0:005 0:007 0:008

TABLE IV. The absolute changes from our preferred values of the coe clents Z 5, , Zg,
Zg, , and Zg, as the parameters q’a, a %, m{, and S&D , are varied by 10% and 20% st
ndividually, and then pintly (\A1I"), from our preferred values. W e do not in ply and need not
assum e that the nput param eters are know n to three signi cant gures (indeed the coe cients are
quite insensitive to 20% variations in the values of the param eters); rather, we chose central values

based on references {11,37].

= 0:152 = 0:154 = 0:155 = 0:156 c= 0157
105 + 0007 + 0007 + 0007 + 02007 + 0007

0:009 0:009 0:009 0:009 0:009
205 + 0013 + 0013 + 0013 + 0013 + 0013

0:017 0:017 0:017 0:017 0:017

TABLE V. The absolute changes in B , from Eq. ¢.6), due to changes In the coe cientsZ g,

©)  are varied pintly by 103 and 20%

Zs.,Zs, rand Zp, astheparametersq’a,a ', m/,and 0cD

from our preferred values.
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agreed upon orB ; must be scaled. For the latter, the dependence of]i‘?B on the choice ofne
and isnot negligbl; @B can vary by asmuch as 4% to 5% (see Sec.V!). This dependence
is also relevant to using one-loop versus tw o—loop because the di erence in the value of @)
between Egs. (421) and (4.15) can vary by asmuch as 10% . The advantage to com paring
B, atsome scalke isthat the dependence on ny and  islkesssigni cant ( 1%, see Tabke V).
A Iso, given a value orB, fm?), one can quote a value or B, using either4 or5 avors since
m/ is the boundary between ns = 4 and 5 avors. These give di erent constant values of
]?B for the di erent avor regim es. O ne should be explicit about which is quoted.

Even though the num erical results are for the quenched theory, we use ns=5 for m f)
and n;=4 for m /. There is som e evidence from studies of the QCD ocoupling that the
e ectsofom itting dynam ical ferm ions can bem odeled by using the correct num berof avors

in the function (see Sloan @1] fora review).

V.SYSTEM ATIC ERRORSIN THE MATCHING

T he discussion untilnow hasnot revealed any large system atic errors in the perturbative
m atching that could explain the di erence between our result and UKQ CD ’s. In this section
we Investigate the system atic error caused by com bining the perturbative coe cients for the
two-point and threepoint functions In di erent ways to form the m atching coe cient for
the B, operator. The UKQCD collaboration found a 20% e ect when they changed the
way they organized their perturbative coe cients H1].

W e consider three di erent ways of calculating the coe cients Z 5, to consider these
e ects. For convenience, we de ne the ollow Ing, where X isone of fL;R;N ;S;Ag:

Zy productof C.°z¢

! C
Cm ?) Po;x Cmf}) Cq?) Cm ?)
s b s s (¢} s b c
= > 1+ Pix t+ D)
&) 4 e
lq?) 1 2 2 1 '
1+ == d h@a)’+ Dy (5.1)
Lin(Zy ) linearization of C,°zZ¢
! C
Cm ?) Po;x Cmf}) Cq?) Cm ?)
s b s s (¢} s b c
= = 1+ R bl -4
gq”) 4 pl,X 4 | cDx)
qu) 1 2 _\2 1 .
* dy h@a)”+ Dy ©2)

W e wish to com pare three form s of linearization: \fully linearized" Lin (Z,=Z7), \not lin-
earized" Z, =27 and \partially linearized" Lin (Z;)=Lin (Z,)?. The UKQCD oollboration
com pared their Lin Z 1, )=Lin (Z, )? to Z,=Lin (Z» )? when they found their20% e ect n B .
Sihce szc isvery close to 1, Lin (Z, ) is approxin ately equalto Z, . Thus com paring their
preferred Lin Z1, )=Lin (Za )? to theiraltemative Z =Lin (Z, )? is essentially the sam e as com —
paring Lin (Z,)=Lin (Z» )* (partially linearized) to Z;,=Z7 (not linearized).
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To allow a direct com parison w ith others, our not-lnearized resuls have changed som e-
what from those reported in the conference proceedings [L4] and the originalpreprint of this
article which calulated the not-linearized resukt for Zz and Zy as ( St))= S))Ponzgl
rather than C, °z .

In Tabk V] we show the coe cints of the individual B ; param eters for the three
di erent Mnearizations described, both with and w ithout tadpole in provem ent. Table V It
show s the corresponding value for By at both oneJoop and at two-Jdoops. The variation
am ong the three di erent lnearizations of the non-tadpole-in proved coe cients is much
larger than for the tadpole-in proved coe cients. B ecause there are equalnum bers of quarks
n the num erator and denom inator, the individual B ; param eters should be independent of
the wave-function nom alization ofboth the heavy and the light quarks. This in plies that
the coe cients should be independent of tadpolk in provem ent. Tables ¥ I'and V1L show
that this is only true for the fially-linearized quantity, Lin (Z=Z2).

From Tabl V7], the overallchange n By () for the three di erent linearizations, when
calculated w ith the tadpole-in proved coe cients, is 20% . However, when calculated from
non-tadpole-in proved perturbative coe cients, B 5 (m{) can change by a much larger fac-
tor. This suggests that the order- 2 e ects m ay be large. W hile these can be treated in
a variety of ways, we think that they can be treated well or treated poorly. For exam pl,
the use of tadpole in provem ent stabilizes the central values and reduces statistical errors.
TheUKQCD oollaboration did not use tadpole in provem ent, w hich suggests that their per-
turbative coe cients m ay be unnecessarily sensitive to their choice of lnearization. (T heir
preferred choice iswhat we call \partially linearized"; they also considered what we call \not
linearized".) T heir decision not to use tadpole-in provem ent was forced upon them by the
way they Inplam ented the lightquark eld rotations which were required to ram ove O @)
corrections to m atrix elem ents {[5].

W e rank the various organizations of perturbation theory in decreasing order of pref-
erence: fully linearized, not linearized, partially linearized. W e discuss, in tum, several
(related) disadvantages w ith partial linearizing: larger relative statistical errors, increased
sensitivity to the value of the lattice coupling constant (via choice of prescription), and
non-optin al handling of order- 2 tem s. F irstly, due to the larger o -diagonal coe cients
in proved partially-linearized coe cints (the last row of Tablk V I} has a larger relative
statistical error than do the results from the other choices of linearization.

Secondly, we studied the stability of the results from three groups: the = 62 clover-
static UKQCD simulation R1], the = 60 cloverstatic Ginenez & M artielli sinula—
tion @3],and our = 6:0W ilson-static simulation (poth tadpole-in proved and not-tadpole
Inproved). A1l three of these groups that have done static By sim ulations used slightly
di erent ways of evaluating the perturbative coe cients. W e have analyzed all sin ulation
data consistently to facilitate com parisons of the results. W e com pared the lnearizations
for two lattice couplings (~ and  (@a = 2:18)) and for summ ing the logarithm s (@ la
renom alizationgroup RG) tedchniques) versus not summ ing the logarithm s. These are
discussed further in Sec.V ]. W e see the sam e trends in each group’s data. Each group’s
partially-linearized resul is less stable under variations of than is their not linearized or
fully linearized. T heir ully-lnearized resul is close to their not-linearized result; these are
20% higher than their partialHinearized resul.
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M ethod Zy, Zp, Zpy 4B B (ug)
W ih Tadpol Im provem ent

Lin(Zx =Zz§ ) 1:070" O0:5)00099 0:022" Oo:?oooll 0202 00:?00182 0437 00:?00068 0:98" O0:5)044

Zx =Z zi ) 1:066" OO:?02106 0:031" Oo:?ooozzl 0275" O0:?02317 0246 O0:?01235 096" O0:5)044

Lin @y )/Lin@Za)?

+0:014 +0:003 +0:026
1003 921 0041 505 0371 950

+0:015
0251 0:021

0:04
080" 94

W ithout Tadpole In provem ent

Lin(Zx =27)
@x =Z%)
Lin @y )/Lin@Za)?

+ 0 + O + 04
o 0035 o0 0005 08 0045

+ 0 + O + 0
0802" g2 0059 4010 0:529" 902

; 0:006
0:137" 00 501087
+ 03
0343 00 502452
+ 0
0:3358" 0aa

oqt 0:04
098" Gy
+ 04
087 004
+ 0+
049" 904

TABLE VI. The e ects of di erent linearizations on the coe cients: T he errors on the coef-

clents are the statistical errors of varying the param eters g°a, a

L,m}, and

(5)
QCD

by 20% from

our preferred values. The error bars on By m g) are the bootstrap errors. By m g) is the chiral
extrapolation of the \com bine-then— t" values from Eq. €.7).

one—loop tw o—loop
M ethod B (433) ng By i
W ih Tadpole Im provem ent
5 175 140 175 150¢(6
Lin(Zx =27) 0.98 (4) ( ©)
4 226 136(6 246 1.46(6)
5 5 175 137 175 147 (6)
@Zx =Z3) 0.96 @)
4 226 1.33(6) 246 1.43(6)
5 175 114 175 123(6
Lin(Zx )/Lin @4 )2 0.80 @) ©) ©)
4 226 111 (e) 246 1.19(6)
W ithout Tadpole In provem ent
5 175 140 175 1506
Lin@Zx =Z3) 0.98(4) ©) ©)
4 226 1.36(6) 246 1.46(6)
5 5 175 124 175 134 (6)
@Zx =Z3) 0.874)
4 226 121 246 1.30(6)
. . 5 5 175 0.70 (6 175 0.75(6)
Lin(Zyx )/LinZa) 049 @4)
4 226 0.68 (6) 246 0.73 (6)

TABLE VII. From the By (mk?)) result extracted by M onte C arlo, listed in Table :\:/’:I,we calcu—
lated a ]?B w ih both 4 and 5 avors (see text). The Lin (Z =Z§) results are our preferred valies.

A sm entioned in the text, ﬂ‘?B varies w ith n¢ and
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T hirdly, we believe that partial lnearization does a poor Pb of organizing higher-order
temm s. The treatm ent ofO ( ?) tem sin partially-linearized coe cients causes the low values
seen by all groups by linearizing som e temm s but not the whol ratio. W e prefer the fully—
linearized m ethod because it rem oves allofthese O ( ?) tem s (as in a Taylor expansion) by
linearizing the whole ratio. Fully- or not-linearizing the coe cients treatsthe O ( ?) tem s
m ore appropriately than does partially linearizing.

O urpreferred choice of Iinearization (full) can also bem otivated by the non-perturbative
renom alization method, introduced by the Rome-Southampton group @§]. The non-
perturbative renom alization m ethod for By param eter would be very sim ilar to that used
to obtain the renom alization constants for the kaon B param eter @7,48], In which all the
factors of the lattice wave function nom alization of the quarks cancel explicitly for the B
param eter. In perturbation theory, this corresponds to our preferred fi1ll linearization. T he
non-perturbative m ethod only determm ines the lattice part of the renom alization factor; a
choice of Inearization would still have to be m ade for the continuum factor. H owever, the
continuum factor can and should be caloulated to next to lading order f§], m aking it less
sensitive to the di erent choices of linearizations.

In summ ary, our preference for the treatm ent of the coe cients is to fiillly linearize the
matio (in the notation of this section, Zz, isLin (Z;,=Z7)). This gives a result which has
no order- ? tem s, which is insensitive to the inclusion of tadpole in provem ent and to the
w ave-function nom alization m odelby allow Ing explicit cancelations, and which reduces the
statistical errors In By . The quantitative consequences of our choice are discussed in the
follow ing section where we com pare the results of di erent groups.

Just as the num erical value of By is stable because of cancelations of correlated uc—
tuations in num erator and denom inator, we have argued that so too are its perturbative
corrections when fully Iinearized. T he fully-lnearized perturbatively-calculated coe cients
for B, are lkely more relisble than those for the product B, £2, the quantity which is
required In the analysis ofB{B°m xing experin ents. In the Appendix, we discuss our
recom m endation or how to linearize the product By £ .

VI.WORLD COMPARISON

In Tablke VI (X!), we show a collection of results from several groups scaled to give
By m f)), By 20GeV), and the one-doop (two—-doop) renom alization-group-invariant ]?B pa—
ram eter. Resuls from both static and relativisticquark simulations are shown. The sin —
ulations using relativistic heavy W ilson quarks ;349,50] calculate the B, param eter for
quark m asses around cham and extrapolate up to the physicalm ass, usihg a tmodel of

the fom
Bl
By = By + M—B 6.1)

The value of B) should be the same as the static theory resul. (&t is better to do a
com bined analysis of relativistic and static quarks to obtain a value HorB, ) We callB}
the \extrapolated-static" value.

Tables V I and X' show that values for B, obtained from W ilson action sinulations
are basically consistent; the an alldi erences can be explained by an all Jattice-spacing and
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2

one—loop

M ethod Ref. Gev) B (2) ng Me&v) B 20) B (4:33) ]?B
5 130 - - 1.02(6
Static€ lover R21] 62 my=50 0.69¢) ©)
== 4 200 0.J5(@) 0J0@4) 0.98(6)
, 5 130 - - 1.19(6)
Static-C Jover 21] 62 my=5.0 0.81¢4)
== 4 200 0.87(4) 082@4) 114(6)
. 5 151 - - 0.79(6
Static€C over  [48] 60 my=50 054(4) ©)
- 4 200 059(4) 055@) 0.77(6)
.- 5 151 - - 1117
Static<€ lover 451 6.0 my=50 0.76(5) %
== 4 200 0.82(3) 0J76) 1.08(7)
thi , 5 175 - 1406
StaticW ilson o 60 m =433 0.98@) 0.98 (4) ©)
work 4 226 1.05(@) 1.36(6)
L. 4 200 0976) 136(7)
Extrap. Static @]  5.763 =20 1.040) 1.04 (5)
4 226 097(5) 134(6)
, . 0 200 094(5) 0895) 121(7)
Extrap. Static  [49] 64 =37 0.900)
== 4 200 095() 089(5B) 125(7)
_ 4 200 0.90 (6 125(@
W ilsonW ilson Q] 5763 =20 096() 0.96 (6) © ©
4 226 089(6) 124(8)
-, 4 200 0.94(13) 1320
W ilon# ilson Pg] 641 =20 1.01@5) 1.01(15) (43) ©0)
- 4 226 0.94(14) 130(19)
0 239 096(5B) 0906) 121()
W ilsonW ilson  [50] 61 my=50 0.895@7)] 4 239 098() 091() 125()
5 183 - - 129 (7)
0 246 0.90(6) 085(6) 1.14(8)
W ilsonW ilson [Bd] 63 m,=50 0840(60)| 4 246 0.92(6) 085(6) 117@8)
5 189 - - 120(9)
, , .- 0 200 090(5) 0856) 116(7)
W ilsonW ilson  [49] 6.4 =37 086(5)
=s 4 200 091() 0856) 119(7)
- 5 175 - - 1.4322)
Sum Rule 511 my=4.6 1.00(5)
== 4 227 108(6) 1.00(15) 139(1)

TABLE V III. T he authors’ num bers, quoted at the listed value for 5, have been scaled using
Eq. 19 to =20GeV and to m=433GeV. The slnted numbers are those that the cited
authors quote. W e calculated By (mg) in the StaticW ilson case and then scaled it to 2.0G &V
using ns=4 and calculated a By with both 4 and 5 avors (see text). The value quoted by this
work uses the fully-linearized tadpole-im proved coe cients. The JLQCD ocollboration cie their

'sasng=0 values. W hen Abada et al. quotes a I?B for the W ilson quarks, they use ng=0. W e
scaled both groups’ results using both ng= 0 and n¢= 4.
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2 tw o—loop
M ethod Ref. Gev) B (3) ng Me&v) B 20) B (4:33) ]?B
. 5 130 - - 1.09(6
Static€ over  P1] 62 mp=50 0.69@4) ©)
== 4 200 0.74(5) 0J0@) 1.05(6)
. . 5 130 - - 127 (6)
StaticC lover ] 62 my=5.0 0.81¢4)
== 4 200 0.86(4) 081@) 123(6)
- 5 136 - - 0.86(6
Static€ lover 45] 6.0 mpy=50 054(4) ©)
= 4 200 058() 054@) 082(6)
. - 5 136 - - 1218
Static€ lover {451 6.0 my=50 0.76(5) ®)
== 4 200 0J76) 081(5) 116(@)
thi ) 5 175 - 1506
StaticW ilson o 60 m =433 0.98@) 0.98 (4) ©)
work 4 246  1.04(@4) 1.46(6)
L. 4 200 098(3) 149(7)
Extrap. Static Q] 5.7-63 =20 1.040) 1.04 (5)
4 246 098(5) 146(7)
, . 0 200 0935B) 0.895) 129(7)
Extrap. Static  [49) 6.4 =37 0.90()
= 4 200 094() 089(5) 135(7)
_ 4 200 091(6) 1370
W ilsonW ilson P] 5763 =20 096() 0.96 (6) © ©)
4 246 090(®6) 135(9)
- 4 200 0.96(14) 1441
W ilsonW ilson R4 641 =20 1.01@5) 1.01(@15) () @l
- 4 246 0.95(14) 142@1)
0 239 094() 0906) 129(7)
W ilson# ilson [Bd] 61 my=50 0895@7) 4 239 096(B) 090(6) 135(7)
5 183 - - 1.36(7)
0 246 0.88(6) 085(6) 121(09)
W ilsonW ilson [Bd] 63 m,=50 0.840(60)| 4 246 090(6) 085(6) 12609
5 189 - - 1.30(9)
, , . 0 200 0.89(5) 0.8556) 124(7)
W ilsonW ilson  [49] 64 =37 086()
== 4 200 090(G) 085(B) 129(7)
- 5 175 - - 1.54 (23)
Sum Rule ] my=4.6 1.00(5)
== 4 227 107@6) 1.00(@5) 1.50@22)

TABLE IX. This tabl repeats the analysis In Tablk §7:I:E-[, using the two—loop renomm alization
group invariant B, param eter.
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By (433GeV) UKQCD P17 GseM [4a] tad no-tad
~ 0.84(5) 0.85) 0.97 (4) 0.97 (4)
, v 0.83(5) 085@3) 0.97 (4) 0.97 (4)
R 0.756) 0.844) 0.96 (4) 0.96 @)
T 0.7 (5) 0.843) 0.96 (4) 0.96 (4)
~ 0.85(5) 0843) 0.95 ) 081 )
v 082 (5) 0.82(3) 0.96 (4) 0.87 )

nlei)
o~ 0.78 (5) 083(@3) 0.94 (4) 0.80 (4)
Ty 0.76 (5) 0813) 0.954) 0.86 4)
~ 0.72(5) 0.70 (3) 0.75 @) 030 @)
v 0.62(4) 0.62(3) 0.80 (4) 0.494)

plw2)
o~ 0.60 (4) 0.68(3) 073 ) 027@3)
oy 054 (4) 0.613) 0.78 (4) 047 @)

TABLE X . Comparison between the tthen-combine Eq. (£.4)) analysis or B () of the
three groups’ data. These numbers are formy = 4:33GeV, g = 2:18a %, and ng = 5. \ " is
fully-Iinearized, \nl" isnotdinearized, and \pl" ispartially-linearized. \M 1," \M 2," and \M 3" refer
to the notation of G menez & M artinelli 5] and W ittig [54]. W e list both our tadpole-m proved
(tad) and our non-tadpole-im proved (no-tad) results. The errors are roughly estim ated from
statistical errors on the raw By values and approxin ate errors on the coe cients. See the text for

commentson ~and .

nitevolum e e ects. O ur result is consistent w ith that of Bemard and Soni, as reported by
Soni EZ.], for the extrapolated static W ilson fem jons.

1), data hasbeen m ade availabl which allow s a m ore detailed com parison between ourselves
(on the high end of the world resuls) and others (on the low end). F irstly, we have added
the updated numbers from G inenez & M artinelli A5] to Tables ¥V It and IX'. Secondly, we
note that W ittig [p24] has a nice review on the subfct of kptonic decays of lattice heavy
quarks, In which he com pares the results of UKQCD PR1], Ginenez & M artinelli 5] and
the preprint of this article.

In his Sec. 42, W itig o ers Tabl 9 for com parison, using our non-tadpole=in proved
results. W e nd thatthe tadpole-im proved W ilson resuls im prove the non-tadpole-in proved
results, so weprefer to com pare their clover-im proved resultsto ourtadpole—m proved resuls.
O ur analogous com parison results in the numbers listed in Tablk Xi.

In the comparison, we use nr = 5 and 55();]3 = 0:175GeV whith result in & fmy, =
433GeV)= 021.Wealousourtwoloop ,a= 0:169tosale % (g =2:48a )= 0:18.
Both . arewith two-loops from Eq. @.015). W e also compare using ~= 6=(4 u), which
is0.132 forthe UKQCD ocollaboration R1], 01458 forG in enez & M artinelli @3], and 0.198
for us. (For each group, we used ug = 1=8 4 to calculate ~.) In addition, since the
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origihal UKQ CD results® do not sum the logarithm s (@ 1a RG technigues), Tablk Xi lists
both summ Ing logs ( ) and not summ Ing the logs &).

Rather than calulate a ga Eq. @17) anda ,a Eqg. ¢.14)) or the cover action,
we usad our values. Since , is a function of (0 a= a), (@) isthe same for all three
groups. W e note that a ' = 29 wasused ®r UKQCD and a = 2: was used for both
G mmenez & M artinelli and ourselves. Since g a was chosen to be 2:18 for all three groups,
the scales In the com parison of Tablk X are di erent. This is the reason that the UKQCD
= results di er from their resuls. The = resuls are m ore sensitive to the scak of the
perturbative m atching.

T hough not listed in the tablk, we are ablke to reproduce the results ofboth UKQCD P1]
and Ginenez & M arthelli B3] orm,= 50GeV, =a !, ng= 4, and 54();]3 = 0200G ey
when we tailor the respective calculations according to them ethod presented in each paperlij .
A lso, we agree w ith the results of W ittig 2] orour { , entries when we use his param -
eters.

Both UKQCD ’sand G in enez’s & M artinelli’s quoted values for the static B, are lower
than all of the other resuls. One possbl reason for these low resuls is that they used
the clover action for the light quarks, which does not have corrections to the continuum
lin it that are linear in the lattice spacing, whereas the standard W ilson ferm jon action does
have such artifact tem s. However, the W ilson resuls are stable over four di erent lattice
soacings, w hich in plies that the lattice artifact tem s alone cannot acoount forthe di erence
between the clover resuls and the W ilson num bers.

Table Xi show s that the notlinearized (and fully-Iinearized) static clover results for B,
are larger than the partially-lnearized resuls, as is discussed In the origihal papers. The
cloverstatic results that use the notdinearized m atching are In better agreem ent, though
still Jow , w ith the results from sin ulationswhich use relativistic heavy quarks to sin ulate the
b quark (see Tabl ¥ II). A 1l the published data 2;49] on caloulating B, using relativistic
heavy quarks favor a negative value of B in Eq. (6.1). For consistency, the static value of
By should be higher than the value cf B, extrapolated to the b quark m ass. This is true
for our result and favors the higher clover-static resuls.

T he various choices m ade in the calculation have non-negligble e ects. O ne can choose
which action to use W ilson vs clover), whether or not to tadpole-im prove, and which
Iinearization m ethod to use. T he choice between our tadpole-in proved W ilson-static action
and the non-tadpole-in proved clover-static action hasa 15% e ect in both the fully—and not-
Inearized ( { ) cases. Thisisa 20% e ect for the partially-Inearized case. In addition,
tadpole-in provem ent stabilizes the W ilson-static results to the extent that one can m ake a

SUKQCD did investigate the use of renom alization group in proved perturbation theory, but they
did not use it to calculate their nal resuls.

iTo reproduce UKQCD ’s [_Z-J:] 069 @) and 081 (the latter is our conversion of their quoted B =
119), do not sum the logs, use a= 1, and do not include the cross term , U T )ES , In the coe cient
ofO . To reproduce G in enez’ & M artinell¥’s 5] Table 3, sum the logs and include the cross tem ,
butuse a=1,even forthe (@ a= 2:18) case.
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better com parison ofdi erent linearizationsbetween tadpoleW ilson-static and clover-static
than between non-tadpoleW ilson-static and clover-static. F inally, there isa 20% e ect due
to choice of Inearization for either action. T his linearization e ect is at least as lJarge as the
e ect due to choice of action. For reasons given in Sec.V}, our favorite choice of linearization
is the fully-Iinearized treatm ent.

A sim jlar trend can be seen in each group’s results: partially-linearized values are an aller
and Jess stabl than eithernot-lnearized or fully-lnearized valies. Thisisdueto O ( 2) tem s
which m ay orm ay not cancel to varying degrees. T he partially-linearized treatm ent only
linearizes part of the ratio which causes its value to bem iskadingly low . T he not-linearized
and fully-linearized treatm ents are better because they do not do this. T he fully-linearized
treatm ent is preferred because it treats O ( 2) tem s unifom Iy by rem oving them (as one
does in an expansion).

VII.CONCLUSION

Our prm ary result from this tadpole-im proved = 60 W ilson-static calculation is
B, m}) = 0:98"% 3, where the errors are statistical (pootstrap) and system atic, respec—
tively. The overall system atic error is obtained in quadrature from the follow ng: * 33 from
the choice of t—ange, * 12 from the param eterdependence of the perturbative-calculated
m ixing coe cients, and 018 due to the the choice of linearization of the coe cients, as
was discussed In Sec. ¥i. The unusual asymm etry of the latter system atic error re ects
our preference for a particular choice of linearization (\fiill"). O ur second favorite choice
(\not-linearized") resuls in a centralvalue 0£0:96. W e quote a very conservative system atic
error to encom pass our last Avorite choice (0:80 from \partial linearization") even though
we have argued against this choice. System atic ervors from nite lattice spacing and from
quenching are not estin ated.

Tables V.III and IX! show that values for B, obtained from W ilson action simulations
are basically consistent; the an alldi erences can be explained by an all Jattice-spacing and

nitevolm e e ects. The sinulations all favor a negative value of B} in Eq. (6.3) RI]. For

consistency, this in plies that the static value of B; should be higher than the value of B,
extrapolated to the b quark m ass. Our number is on the high end of the com parison In
Table V III and is consistent w ith that of Bemard and Soni ] who use extrapolated static
W ilson ferm ions.

In Sec.V: we Investigated the e ect of changing the way the four-ferm ion operator renor-
m alization and the axialcurrent renom alization were combined to form the m atching co—
e cient for the B ; param eter. W e presented argum ents that suggested that our preferred
way of organizing the continuum -to-lattice m atching (fi1ll lnearization) was superior to any
other m ethod we considered. W e also showed that m aking a di erent choice could lower
the resul by asmuch as 20% . Besides the linearizations, Tabk X shows a 15% di erence
due to choice of action between our tadpole-mproved = 6:0 W ilson-static and the non-—
tadpole-imn proved = 6:0 and 62 clover-static results In the fiilly—and not-linearized cases.
(The W ilson results are at the high end of the world data and the clover results are at the
Jow end.) PartialHinearization leaves a 20% e ect due to choice of action. The e ect due to
choice of linearization is at least as large as the e ect due to choice of action.
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A Ythough all organizations of perturbation theory at oneloop are theoretically equal,
som e arem ore equalthan others! Fully linearizing gives a result w hich hasno order- 2 tem s
and whidh is insensitive to the inclusion of tadpol in provem ent and to the wave-function
nom alization m odel by allow Ing explicit cancelations Wwhich reduces the statistical errors
nBy).

In our perturbative-m atching procedure we ncluded next-to-leading order log tem s
and organized the perturbative m atching In a way that we believe reduces higher-order
corrections. A lso we used the autom atic scale—setting procedure of Lepage and M ackenzie
to nd the \best" scal to use in the latticeto-continuum m atching. The agreem ent of
our results with relativistic heavy quark results supports our procedure. O ur conclusion
is that for the W ilson-static case, the use of tadpole In provem ent and of a fiully—linearized
treatm ent of the m ixing coe cients is preferred. O foourse, thism ay becom e less In portant
num erically w ith Increased coupling and/or in proved actions; how ever, we still recom m end
the procedure.

A though sensible things can be done to reduce the e ects of higher-order perturbative
corrections in the lattice-to-continuum m atching, thisw ill ram ain the dom nant uncertainty
In the calculation of B, In the static theory. In principle, \all" that is required isa calculation
of the two-Joop anom alous din ension ofthe O; and A operators on the Jattice. A Ithough
this calculation is very di cul, new developm ents in lattice perturbation theory forW ilson
quarks B3] and a new stochastic way of doing lattice perturbation theory [4]m ay m ake
these calculationsm ore tractable in the fiture. A m ore Inm ediate solution would be to use
the num erical renom alization technique, developed by the R om e-Southam pton group [§],
which has already been used to detem ine the lattice perturbative coe cients for static
f, [A8], orthe kaon By param eter A7), and for other in portant quantities.

The relative consistency of the W ilson B, results m otivates a Jarge study using both
relativistic and static quarks In the sam e sin ulations to constrain the interpolation to the
B mass. To constrain the system atic errors, the resuls of sin ulations w ith di erent lattice
oacings and volum es should be com bined to take the continuum Iim it. This kind of study
w il also help to control the perturbative-m atching errors, as the e ects of the higher-order
perturbative tem s are reduced as the continuum Iin it is taken. @A nice exam pl of this
for the e ects of di erent renom alization prescriptions on light-quark decay constants has
been given by the GF11 group BH3].)

Once m xing in the B_S{Bg system has been m easured experin entally, the results can
be combined with data from B°{B° m xing experin ents to calculate the V=V ratio of
CKM m atrix elem ents. The advantage of calculating this ratio is that various uncertain
standard-m odel factors cancel. However, a value of By £ =B £ is required. A s there are
a large num ber of lattice results on the caloulation of f5_=f; [1(], here we concentrate on
the ratio By ;=B .

Usinga tmodelwhit islinearin thequark m ass,weobtain By =By = 0:99" 11(1) . The

rst error is statistical (pootstrap) and the second is the standard deviation of the tted
value for \reasonable choices" of t range. Even though the ratio By =B is detem ned
quite precisely, it is not resolved whether By is greater than or lss than By since the
By param eter is found to depend weakly on the quark m ass. O ther groups 21,/50,54] have
reported sin ilar ndings. M ost lattice simulations have found that fp, is between ten
and twenty percent larger than fz [I(]. Bemard et al [§] have extracted the ratio of
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B ff =Bp fi directly by doing individual tsto the three-point fiunction in relativistic quark
sin ulations. This is a prom ising approach for relativistic heavy quarks. W e did not try it
because of concems about the signalto-noise ratio and about the size of the perturbative
coe cients In the static theory.

Our resul also contains an unknown system atic error due to quenching. Quenched
chiral perturbation theory predicts the e ects of quenching to be snallforB ;, [H,58]; this
conclusion was con m ed by Bemard and Soni B]who caloulated B, in both quenched and
dynam icalsim ulations. In Soni’s review P]ofthe lattice calculation ofweak m atrix elem ents
at the Lattice 95 conference, he quotesa value of B, 2GeVv) = 10 0:15 (90% con dence)
as his best estin ate of the B, param eter. Our resul, B, RGeV) = 105" % 3, is consistent
w ith this value and w ith the vacuum -saturation-approxin ation value, 1.
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APPENDIX :LINEARIZATION STRATEGY FOR BBFB2

Tn the analysis of B%{B ° m ixing experim ents the value of By £? is required. Here we
discuss the lnearization options for combining By and fz from a variety of lnearizations
of these quantities. If a notdinearized B, is multiplied with a not-lnearized (f; )2, then
the only order- ? e ects which rem ain are due speci cally to not linearizing the num erator
of B . W e estim ate this e ect to be on the order of 10% . If one multiplies a partially—
linearized B, with a linearized fz , Lin (Z, )?, then there should be no order- ? e ectsdue to
the product. However, ifonem ixes a Iinearized w ith a not-lnearized B, and fp , then there
can be tem s of aln ost 20% . A lthough the di erence between Z, and LIn(Z, ) is analler
than 5% , the di erence between Lin(Z,)* and Lin(Z7) is jast over 15% . The practical
drawback of using a By which is not Iinearized or is partially linearized is that there are
order- ? temm s present which m ay orm ay not cancelwhen the B, is combined with an f5 .

T he practical draw back to using the fully-Inearized B, is linearizing the product B 5 fB2 .
This is easily ram edied. T he fully-linearized B , B ¢1, essentially has the form

Bp= 1+ A+ c B=v @a1)

wheretheByg,By ,and B can be Included by ad justing the values of A and C approprately.
W hen this is com bined w ith the square of the linearized £,

fin= 1+ D+ B ™= @a2)

i would be convenient to get a lnearized result w ith no order— 2 tem s:

1+ A+ C+2 °D+2E B™ (™) @ 3)
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Since

B
1+ A) 1 = 1+ A+ B 4
1+ A) 17 a @+ + B) A4)

this is straightforward to accom plish. T he product ofB ¢; w ith the linearized square of

B D E
4+ 1L

DO -

fFraw (A 5)

B B
raw raw
By By

givesEq. @.3) with no order- ? tem s due to coe cient multiplication. OurB ¥ value can
be read from the rst row ofTablk i.

W hile the product ofthe partially-linearized B, w ith the linearized fz also doesnot have
any order- ? temm s due to coe cient m ultiplication, the partially-linearized B , by itselfhas
order- ? temm s which are on the order of 18% (See Tables V I and V 1I) . The advantage of
our m ethod is that all three quantities By /), fz () and By £2 (n ) have no order- *
tem s due to coe cient multiplication, and that B 5 m g) is stable against the inclusion of
tadpole in provem ent and the choice of wave-fiinction nom alization.
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FIG.1.E ectivemassm (t+ 1=2) = mC ®©)=C (t+ 1) from the LS (local sink, sn eared source)
tw opoint correlation function C (t). T he source was an eared w ith an optin al sm earing function
produced by themost [;L-g] algorithm which was designed to elim inate excited-state contam ination.
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FIG.2. Same as for Fjg.-:I: but for the SL (an eared sink, local source) two-point correlation
function. The sam e optin al an earing function is used to elim nate excited state contam ination,
but statistical errors are larger since the source is (necessarily) a delta function.
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FIG . 3. Schem atic diagram of the quark ow fr the threepoint correlation finction of
Eqg. {_2-_.]-;) . The \targets" are intended to represent the an earing of the light quark relative to
the static quark. T he static quarks are restricted to the spatial origin.
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FIG .4. Raw B param eter for the O 1, operator from Eqg. C_2-_.-E})
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FIG .5. The dependence on the tted raw B 1 param eter on the choice of ty, the ( xed) tine
position ofone interpolating eld,and on the tranget,  ;; tn . oftheother. Clustered points
have di erent ty, 2. A1l tstake Into account correlations in t;, and are not displayed ifthe naive
quality of tQ doesnot exceed 02.
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FIG.6. Same as berg.@: but for the Or operator.
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FIG.7. Sameas @erg.:fIbut orthe Oy
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FIG.8. Same as for Fjg.ié! but for the O g operator. Note the nom alization as explained In
Tablk .
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FIG.9. The ratio of (the linear com bination of) threepoint functions to two-point functions
which approaches By for large Euclidean tin es.
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FIG .10. Sam e as ﬁDerg.:Sbut for the By param eter itself.
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